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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1 .1 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on May 1 1 , 
2005 has been entered. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



2. Claims 39-45, 47-48, 52-59, 62-63, and 67-68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsuchiya et al. (5,346,217) and Peterson 
(6,1 62,1 33). Tsuchiya discloses a method of manufacturing (Abstract) a golf club (Fig. 
1) comprising: forming a crown (10b), a skirt (rear body), a sole (10c), a striking face 
(21 ), and front opening (Fig. 4), crown (10b) having a thickness less than about 0.8 mm 
(Col. 4, lines 48-51) over at least a crown transition distance of about 20 mm measured 
rearward from the front opening; forming a striking plate (10a) from a material 
comprising a titanium alloy (Col. 6, lines 58-68) of alpha-beta type (Col. 7, lines 13-15 
and Tables 1 and 8) having thickness 2.0-3.5 mm (Col. 4, lines 48-50); attaching the 
striking plate (10a) to the front opening (Fig. 4); a body having a height ranging from 45- 
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60 mm and width ranging from 70 mm or larger; plastic working (Col. 4, lines 65-67) and 
solution treatment (Col. 7, lines 1-5). With respect to the unitary body construction, it 
would have been obvious in view of Tsuchiya to one having ordinary skill in the art to 
fabricate the club head body comprising a plurality of club parts or a unitary body since 
it has been held that a one- piece construction versus several parts secured together as 
a single unit is an obvious matter of design choice. See In re Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 
144 USPQ 347, 349 (CCPA 1965). Alternatively, Peterson teaches a unitary, one-piece 
body 32, provides the advantage for its uniformed construction such as manufacturing 
repeatability with respect to loft, lie and face angle, weight distribution, and reduction in 
manufacturing cost (Col. 4, lines 23-48). Thus, it would have been obvious in view of 
Peterson to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide a golf club head of Tsuchiya 
with a unitary head construction as taught by Peterson in order to gain the above 
advantages. With respect to claim 47, the striking plate of Tsuchiya is made of the 
same material as the claimed invention; thus, it inherently has the same material 
properties. See In re Best, 562 F.2d 1252, 195 USPQ 430, 433 (CCPA 1977). With 
respect to the sole having a sole transition less than 1 .0 mm, Tsuchiya in view of 
Peterson discloses a sole thickness of 1 .0 mm (Col. 2, lines 15-23), which is within the 
proximity of the claimed value and is deemed to be obvious over the claimed thickness. 
Peterson also makes it clear that the thickness of each surfaces such as face plate, 
crown plate, sole plate, and skirt may be larger or smaller depending on desired 
strength and configuration of club head or materials used to construct the club head and 
the thickness may vary to distribute the weight in the desired locations of the club head 
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(Col. 5, lines 1-8). Thus, it would have been obvious in view of Peterson to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to provide a golf club head of Tsuchiya with a sole with sole 
transition thickness less than 0.8 mm as taught by Peterson depending on the desired 
strength and configuration of the club head. 

3. Claims 46 and 60-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable 
over the applied references (Tsuchiya et al. '217 in view of Peterson '133) in view of 
Hocknell et al. (6,440,01 1 ). The applied references fail to disclose a striking plate 
having periphery region thickness 0.5 mm less than the geometric center. Hocknell 
teaches the a striking plate 72 with periphery region 110 (0.069-0.061 inch) less than 
concentric region 102 (0.1 10 - 0.090) and such feature enhances flexibility of the 
striking plate which corresponds to greater COR (Col. 5, lines 59-67). Thus, it would 
have been obvious in view of Hocknell to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify 
the striking plate of the applied references with a striking plate having periphery 
thickness less than its geometric center as taught by Peterson '133 in order to enhance 
flexibility of the striking face, which improves COR. 

4. Claims 49-51 and 64-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the applied references (Tsuchiya et al. '217 in view of Peterson '133) 
in view of Japanese Publication 2001-029518 (JP '518). The applied references 
(Tsuchiya) disclose cold forming (Col. 4, lines 61-68) and heat treatment (Col. 5, lines 1- 
7) of the striking plate but fail to disclose cold forming of the titanium sheet ranging from 
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15-70%. JP '518 teaches 15% or more of the cold working process in club head and 
solution heat treatment (Section 0006 and Section 0012) and such metal forming 
process provide the benefits of increased stress resistance and hardness (Page 3, 
Section 0017-0018). Thus, it would have been obvious in view of JP '518 to one having 
ordinary skill in the art to fabricate the club head of the applied references with the 
forming process with cold working of 5% or more as taught by JP '518 to gain the above 
benefits. 

5. Claim 69 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tsuchiya et al. '217 in view of Hocknell et al. '011 and Peterson (6,162,133). Tsuchiya 
'217 discloses a method of manufacturing a golf club head comprising: casting a body 
having a crown (10b), a skirt (rear body), a sole (10c), and a face (21), the face defining 
a front opening (Fig. 4), wherein the body is cast from a material comprising titanium 
(Col. 6, lines 58-68); cold forming a striking plate (Col. 4, lines 65-67), the striking plate 
having a maximum thickness of less than or equal to 2.2 mm (Col. 4, lines 48-50) with a 
tensile strength of at least 1400 MPa , a yield strength of 1250 MPa, a hardness of 30 
HRC, percent elongation of 7% and density less than 5 g/cm A 3 (Tables 1 and 8); and 
welding of the striking plate with the front opening of the body (Col. 5, lines 5-8); crown 
(10b) having a thickness less than about 0.8 mm (Col. 4, lines 48-51) over at least a 
crown transition distance of about 20 mm measured rearward from the front opening; 
sole transition region less than 1 .0 mm (Col. 4, lines 48-56). Tsuchiya fails to disclose a 
striking plate having periphery region thickness is 0.5 mm less than the geometric 
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center. Hocknell teaches the a striking plate 72 with periphery region 110 (0.069-0.061 
inch) less than concentric region 102 (0.1 10 - 0.090) and such feature enhances 
flexibility of the striking plate which corresponds to a greater COR (col. 5, lines 59-67). 
Thus, it would have been obvious in view of Hocknell to one having ordinary skill in the 
art to modify the striking plate of Tsuchiya with a striking plate having periphery 
thickness less than its geometric center in order to enhance flexibility of the striking 
face, which improves COR. With respect to the unitary body construction, it would have 
been obvious in view of Tsuchiya to one having ordinary skill in the art to fabricate the 
club head body comprising a plurality of club parts or a unitary body since it has been 
held that a one-piece construction versus several parts secured together as a single unit 
is an obvious matter of design choice. See In re Larson, 340 F.2d 965, 968, 144 USPQ 
347, 349 (CCPA 1965). Alternatively, Peterson teaches a unitary, one-piece body 32, 
provides the advantage for its uniformed construction such as manufacturing 
repeatability with respect to loft, lie and face angle, weight distribution, and reduction in 
manufacturing cost (Col. 4, lines 23-48). Thus, it would have been obvious in view of 
Peterson to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide a golf club head of Tsuchiya 
with a unitary head construction as taught by Peterson in order to gain the above 
advantages. With respect to the sole having a sole transition less than 1 .0 mm, 
Tsuchiya in view of Peterson discloses a sole thickness of 1 .0 mm (Col. 2, lines 15-23), 
which is within the proximity of the claimed value and is deemed to be obvious over the 
claimed thickness. Peterson also makes it clear that the thickness of each surfaces 
such as face plate, crown plate, sole plate, and skirt may be larger or smaller depending 
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on desired strength and configuration of club head or materials used to construct the 
club head and the thickness may vary to distribute the weight in the desired locations of 
the club head (Col. 5, lines 1-8). Thus, it would have been obvious in view of Peterson 
to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide a golf club head of Tsuchiya with a sole 
with sole transition thickness less than 0.8 mm as taught by Peterson depending on the 
desired strength and configuration of the club head. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 5/11/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. With respect to the Applicants' argument of the prior art fail to disclose a 
unitary body, Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is conventional in the golf club art to 
fabricate the club head either with a unitary body or welding separate club parts to form 
a club head. Applicants have not disclosed an advantage or unexpected results for 
forming a unitary body, club head. Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
expected the club head of Tsuchiya perform equally well as the club head of the 
claimed invention, since the mere difference in the manufacturing technique appears to 
be an obvious matter of design choice. Tsuchiya discloses the club head can be 
formed from separate piece to optimize weight distribution and enhances flexibility of 
the club parts such as the crown portion, which improves COR. Alternatively, Peterson 
teaches it is desirable to form a club head by unitary construction to enhance 
manufacturing repeatability with respect to loft, lie, and face angle. With respect to the 
argument of Hocknell '01 1 fail to disclose a crown having a thickness of less than about 
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0.8 mm over the crown transition distance of about 20 mm rearward from the opening, 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Tsuchiya discloses the crown having a thickness of 
the claimed invention as described in paragraph 2 with crown transition distance of 20 
mm measured from the front opening. With respect to the sole having a sole transition 
less than 1 .0 mm, Tsuchiya in view of Peterson discloses a sole thickness of 1 .0 mm 
(Col. 2, lines 15-23), which is closed to the claimed value and is deemed to be obvious 
over the claimed thickness. Peterson also makes it clear that the thickness of each 
surfaces such as face plate, crown plate, sole plate, and skirt may be larger or smaller 
depending on desired strength and configuration of club head or materials used to 
construct the club head and the thickness may vary to distribute the weight in the 
desired locations of the club head (Col. 5, lines 1-8). Thus, it would have been obvious 
in view of Peterson to one having ordinary skill in the art to provide a golf club head of 
Tsuchiya with a sole with sole transition thickness less than 0.8 mm as taught by 
Peterson depending on the desired strength, configuration, and weight distribution of 
the club head. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tom P. Duong whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2794. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM - 4:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Glenn Caldarola can be reached on (571) 272-1444. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). , . / /) 



Tom Duong 
July 7, 2005 
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